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CHAPTER I 


INTRODUCTION 

In the Province of Alberta during the past few 
years there have been some radical changes in the system 
of education, particularly in the towns and the rural 
areas. The old one room schools are gradually being closed 
and the students are being transported to central schools. 
With the development of motor transportation and the 
building of better roads, the recently formed divisional 
boards have considered it good educational policy to set 
up larger schools toe replace the one room rural type. 
This policy has made it possible for more and more rural 
students to achieve a more complete education and to 
finish their high school work while remaining at home 
with their parents. The immediate problems of the boards 
have been to build and equip central schools, to staff 
them with competent teachers, and to transport the students 


to these improved facilities. 


THE PROBLEM 
: Chief among the problems of school transportation is 
that of the ownership of buses. Should the buses be 
publicly owned or privately owned? In the immediate past 


the divisional boards have been so concerned with building 
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schools that transportation has not received much 
consideration. In the main, ownership has been 
determined by expediency, with little regard to. the 
resulGs Of cost Secounting "or to the expervence of 
others. With one quarter of the students in Alberta 
Brcineg (DUSeS tO School ar a "cost of over & milion 
dollars a year, school transportation has now become 
big ue oe Many DOeras are trims Lo deerde 
whether to own and operate their own buses or to use 
buses owned privately. The “cime! seems ripe tor an 
Invest. eetiron to ‘Secure evidence comcerning ‘senool bus 
Owhership, /evidence wien rests oni the backloe’ of 
experience of Operauing buses in Alberta and’ elsewhere. 

neLualtivy Very rituole work hasbeen done about 
bus ownership in the Province of Alberta. Individual 
boards are now attempting to analyse their own costs 
but, So tar’ as ‘can be ‘ascertained,’ no overall study 
embracing the whole Province has been attempted. 

It is to be expected that as time goes on the school 


divisions of Alberta will keep more detailed and accurate 
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Annual Report of the Department of Hducation, 199 
Tables 17 and 35. 


: ay 


ae eat ae out, pes - these 


end fodrioe nattinaoron #6 6 Eve eatuoee, 
pofiload ont cid: edbon fo tri ee 


f 
ae 


ene * pa added sal appa sisi seine 


ne od. oe vst och nt sateen ee 


2 Vey 


ee sree eeyts 


i tet, 
She 


f 


8) 
records of their school buses, and that more detailed 
information will be gathered yearly by the Department of 
Hducation. HOF the presenta, Shy investi capion as Limi ped 
by the amount of recorded evidence and by the short period 
of experience im transporting pupils in Alberta. 

It is the purpose of the writer to study evidence 
that is now available and to attempt to arrive at a tentative 
solution to the problem of ownership. At present some 
boards own and operate some or all of their buses while 
other boards use only privately owned buses. Arguments 
are OLveErocd pro and con for each type of ownership. From 
Gime to time articles discussing the problem appear in the 
Blpervua Senool Trustee, the official organ of the Alberta 
school Trustees! Association. the minutes of the annual 
rerresaer course fom school administrators point, up the 
fact that the boards are vitally concerned with the 
problem of school bus ownership. Ratepayers and teachers 
also have an interest in this’ problem. 

This investigation has been concerned with answers 
to) the following questions: 

iy Should school boards contract for buses, or should 
they own them? 

2. Which type of ownership gives better service with 
respect to comfort, Saveiy .Veliieencyiol Operaciion ? 

3. Which costs less? : 

ia Whiten is better from an administrative Podnt) of views 

5. What is the trend in ownership in Alberta and 


elsewhere? 
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A REVIEW OF PREVIOUS STUDIES IN SCHOOL BUS 
TRANSPORTATION 


- Although the main purpose of this investigation is to 
study the problem of school bus ownership in Alberta and 
to base conclusions mainly on experiences gained in this 
Province, it is considered useful,nevertheless, to dis- 
cover how similar problems under similar conditions have 
been solved elsewhere. In the United States, ownership of 
school buses has become a major problem, with the result 
that many investigations have been made both nationally 
and on the state or county level. A study of this litera- 
ture throws light on the questions with which this investi- 
gation is concerned. From theses,reports of surveys, text 
books, letters and bulletins, information has been gathered 
on the comparable costs of operating publicly owned and 
privately owned buses, the safety of operation, the 
administrative problems and the trend in ownership. 

Ie» Gost. Of the; writers in) the field of pupil trans- 
portation two names stand out, A.C. Lambert and M.C.sS. Noble. 
Both eae written books which are now accepted as standard 
works on transportation. Mr. Lambert's book is cited in 
this thesis and a Letter received from him makes his con- 


clusions with respect to ownership of buses eminently clear. 


Stu Lambert, Letter bo Auther, Jam. 20, 1952, 
Los Angeles State College, Los Angeles. 
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In part he: says: 


escee L have written several surveys for consoll- 
dated school districts in Utah with the ownership 
Vaeee Sumy focuss js4s.1kOuU Will) find that,,"ownership! 
is justi tied, both in principle and) in actual 
economy of operation, where the system is of any 
material size. I have assembled facts on the issue 
Since, 1932. Se also have other students of the 
matter. The evidence is perfectly clear. This City 
of Los Angeles has just this year had an object 
lesson, long to be remembered, on the excessive 
costs of operating a pupil-transportation system by 
the method of private contract. Audit studies 

made by the district have shown the excess cost to 
be in the millions, over a period, of, five. years. 

The studies are not published, but they exist. I 
proved the same thing in a number of direct studies 
in Utah school, districts. 


The overall conclusions relative to school bus owner-= 
ship reached by M.C.S. Noble? are evident from the following 
excerpt: 


Since 1925 more than a dozen highly comprehensive 
surveys have been conducted to determine the 
difference in costs which occur as the result of 
different methods of operation. Briefly summarized, 
all of these studies ------- indicate that contract 
methods are much more expensive than school ownershipe 


fm the state of Oregon, according to Wright, there 
are about 1500 school buses in operation, of which about 
seventy-five percent are publicly owned. He writes that 
privately owned buses aout approximately twenty per cent 


more to operate than do publicly owned: buses. 
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Loe: aes: nee Jr., Pupil Transportation in the United 
ates, Scranton, Pa: International Textbook Co., 19]0 
; os, F) 3 9 
we H. Wright, Letter to Hole. Mar. lh, 1952, Director 
of Transportation, Salem, Ore. 
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Concerning the state of Iowa, Ederen” writes that 
ayat aate figures indivate that publicly owned buses cost 
ten aAthens per pupil per year less than do privately owned 
buses. 

Following is an excerpt from a bulletin from Minnesota 
wonich gsipports the above statement; 

Studies made of the comparative costs of pupil 

transportation by privately owned and district 

owned buses imdicabe that (ther conveyance of pupils 


by Gigtrlet owmed buses Ls more economical and 
more satisfactory. ------ 


An extensive summary of research on bus ownership in 
thiesUni ted States before 1910 is -given by Dr. veedene! of 
Montgomery, Alabama. This summary includes reference to 
studies made in thirteen of the forty eight states to deter- 
mine the relative cost of privately owned and publicly 
owned buses. im uthiesecstudies, many unit costs were 
wsed: Where such is the case, and these unit costs are 
consistent, oaee the pcomeluston should be valid. lei 
Tumbnerms. yarvous independent studies: are made usina various 
Unb COsb Ss, whitehead vacrice: thesconclusion is ase Tome ana lac. 
Te sbs.7Ghie: outcome in: epeht: iseparate and. independent ‘studies 


C2errued Out aM the thnirieen- sbatves and referred Lo by Dr. Meadows. 
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W.T. Edgren, Letter to Author, Mar. lL, 1952 Director, 
DiviLsLom ol Transpertavion, Des Moines, Lowa. 

; | 
District Ownership of School Buses, Department of 
Hdmelcupe far. wan Mim. Code Vil = Bis 119, 1950. 

ii 


A.R. Meadows, Safety and Economy in School Bus 
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The states included Texas, Colorado, Arkansas, California, 
New York, North Varolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, Utah, Iowa, South 
Garolina, Minnesota, Alabama. In some states studies were 
carried out by several investigators. In eaeh case, the 
conclusion was that the cost of operating publicly owned 
buses is less than the cost of operating privately owned 
buses. 

Williams”, for example, found that in Towa’ the 
median cost per pupil per year was {21.30 where publicly owned 
buses were used and $29.00 where privately owned buses were 
sed. 

Little,’ investigating in Arkansas, concluded that 
Ge averace cost per pupil perv mile per day was one cent 
Fors the: publicly owned buses and one and a half cents 
for the privately owned. 

ine feregoing Preferences’ 8re indications of what 
all investigators and authorities now state with respect 
GO COSt_ Of operation of school buses. The unanimous 
eonclusion is that publicly owned buses are less expensive 


to operate than are privately owned buses. No literature 


SS 
RoC. Willjans, Cost of, Fapil Transportation, 
Des Moines, lowa,.19385°p°2f. 


) | 

Retisods Gol Cn poeie* Transportation of Sehool Pupils 

in Arkansas, State Department of Education, Little Rock Ark., 
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has come to the writer's attention which claims the opposite. 

2. Safety of Operation. The evidence studied with 
poeeoee to the comparative safety of operation of publicly 
owned and privately owned buses includes reference to 
objective investigations and to the opinion of authorities. 

Noble19, for example, has written: 

The author of this text after visiting rural schools 

in forty states is of the opinion that the average 

contract bus is markedly inferior to the average 

school owned bus. 

Included in Dr. Meadow'st1! record was also a reference 
to safety of operation. He reported on a study by Foulkes 
and Beeryl¢ who concluded that in the state of Wisconsin 
"privately owned buses consistently fail to meet the 
equipment standards maintained ae district-owned and jointly- 
owned pesos 

Meadows +3 reports in a study which he carried out in 
Alabama, that thirty-eight per cent of publicly owned buses 


were of all steel construction, while seven per cent of 


privately owned buses were of all steel construction. 


a opie. Obs) Clb., pe 20. 


llveadows, Op. eite . p Pos). 


HZ 


Foulkes and Beery, A Study of Transportation of High 
School Pupils in Wisconsin, 1937-38. p 105. 


l3 Meadows, Moa. 3p DOs 
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9 
Pee teteces: refers to some important work done by 
Engum in the field of safety of operation: 


“Studies have been conducted in Minnesota and 
Oklahoma that show a greater degree of safety in 
district-ownership of school busese In 193, 
Engum made a survey of school bus construction 
in sixty-nine consolidated school districts in 
Minnesota. After checking each of two hundred 
and forty five buses on the basis of thirty 
construction items, Engum found that the per 
cent of deficiencies was thirty for privately 
owned buses and eleven for publicly owned buses. 


wrightl? is of the Opinion that in the interest of 
safety school districts should own their own equipment. 

Ederent® asserts that in Iowa the inspection program 
demonstrates that school owned buses are much better 
maintained than privately owned buses. 

The conclusion with respect to the comparable safety 
of operation of school buses is that publicly owned buses 
are safer than privately owned. No evidence has been 
found to the contrary. 

3. Adminkstration. With respect to this question 
Lambert! writes rather boldly: 


The administrative arguments of keeping machinery 
Tune bvomal ve preeram and, purpose,, Tlexibility, 
Orvanizational eftieiency, limes of autnority and 
eheck-=up etec., are all on, the one side, that of 
Ownership. Cf course, if the administration is 


Hf 
Lealph Be Castafero, The History and Development of 


the Transportation of Public School Children in Pennsylvania, 
Unpublished doctor's thesis, The Pennsylvania Bae College 
1951, Pp 68. 


z 
Pyright, op. cit., Letter 
l©zagren, op. cit., Letter 


17h ambert, Ope cit., Letter 
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LO 
uninformed, or is unwilling to take over the 
work which is properly theirs, that is another 
matter for some local case. The thing to do 
then is to change the administration, or educate 
ite 


as) 


Haggert prefers public ownership on the basis of 
administration because he claims that with ownership of 
buses goes venecol. 

Wright claims many advantages for public ownership 
such as having complete control of the buses, being able 
to use them for field trips, and routing them as the 
district sees fit. Problems of administration, he says, 
are considerably lessened. 

All the writers studied show a preference on the basis 
of administration, for publicly owned buses. There is an 
undercurrent rof feeling throughout many of the commentaries, 
which suggest that some boards are loathe to change to 
publicly owned buses because these boards believe their 
administrative problems will increase. No writer studied 
has given any sympathy to this outlook. 

nh. Trend. It is apparent from the literature received 

hat much attention has been given to the trend in school 
bus ownership. Investigators have been anxious to find out 
how the percentages of publicly owned and privately owned 


buses have been changing in various states. 
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18 
Mel. Hageerty, Letter to Author, Feb. 28, 1952. 


Supervisor, School) Pransportation, St. Paul. Minn. 
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In the state of Minnesota’? there are more than 275 
districts that own and operate one or more buses. The 
number is increasing each year. 

In Kentucky“9, "The present trend of ownership of 
school buses is moving gradually in favor of publicly 
owned equipment." 

In Towaet, 95% of the buses are publicly owned. Four 
years ago the figure was 60%. 

in Minnesota&* during the past five years the trend 
has been markedly toward public ownership. 

Bergan“? suggests a reason for the trend in Montana 
to public ownership: 

At the present time the trend is towards district 

owned school buses instead of contract buses. The 

reason for this trend probably lies in the fact 

that the school district can finance its own school 

buses easier than it can finance its contract buses. 

The length of a school bus contract in Montana is 

limited to three years and the contractor feels that 

he must pay for his bus during the first three years. 

At the end of three years the contractor hesitates 

to lower his contract. 

The Office of Education, Washington D.G. publishes a 
statistical sheet showing the number of buses in the United 


States which are publicly owned and the number privately 


owned. For 1919-50 there were 99,562 buses classified, 


19 


Bulletin, op. cit. p 2. 


29 Commonwealth of Kentucky, Educational Bulletin, 
Department of Education, Frankfort, Kentucky June 192, P. 373. 


oo Edgren, op. cit. Letter 
ee Haggerty, op. cit. Letter 


23 K.W. Bergan, Letter to Author Feb. 27, 1952. Super- 
visor, School Transportation, Helena, Montana. 
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35,52 being privately owned and 60,020 publicly owned. 


o eu J J 
Martin refers to a report on transportation in 


New York state which recommended that conversion to district 


ownership be encouraged. It emphasized the fact that in 


195, 60% of all school buses were publicly owned. 


My tigures received relabive co trend indleate btiat 


im “the United States’ the percentage of publicly owned 
BUSeS 1s Inereacina. 


With respect to ‘the foregoing questions of cost, 


safety, administration, trend and overall efficiency we may 


now refer to general opinions voiced by some authorities. 


25 


a ® 
Noble made a2 general comment coneerninge the preference 


ef (thé. supemintvendents of school. The forty-eight state 


departments of education were asked to supply lists of 
rural-school systems - approximately two-thirds of the 
superintendents declared a preference for school owned 


buses. 


3 26 
Culp Ivsted @dvantazes "of publicly owned and privately 


owned buses. His claim for the privately owned bus is that 
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Charles J. Martin, A Report of the Findings of 
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Committee on Community and Transportation in the North 


chester Survey, unpublished doctor's thesis, Columbia, 
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Noles: Op. €1b. p 209. 
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Transportation, unoublished doctor's thesis, Columbia, 
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it relieves school officials of part of the management 
responsibilities and it enables them to estimate accurately 
at the beginning of the year how much transportation will 
COstsmele sy claim ton! the publicely,owned bus.is,. that .1t 
Costs lass to Operate,,i tis easier,to control, it is 
flexible to changing conditions, it can be integrated 
with the total school program and used to enrich the 
instructional plan, it.enables. school officials to train 
and supervise drivers, it fits into. the general pattern 
of, public. ownership, of school buildings and other school 
facilities, it offers a higher standard of service and it 
is easier to maintain in a safe operating condition. 
Summarys The evidence reviewed in this chapter 
indicates that the trend is toward public ownership of 
school buses in the United States. There is general agree- 
ment among all the investigators and authorities quoted 
concerning the quality and economy of the service. The 
greatest amount of research regarding ownership of school 
buses has investigated cost, the conclusion being unanimous 
that publicly owned buses cost less to operate than do 
privately owned buses. Further, the various investigators 
who studied the safety factor in school bus operation all 
reached the conclusion that publicly owned buses are safer 
han privately owned buses. Also in discussing other factors 
such as service and administrative problems the agreement is 


general that publicly owned buses are to be preferred. 
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CHAPTER II 


PROCEDURE 

Rach year every school division in “Alberta sends to 
the Department of “Bducation in Hdmonton a-record of the 
number of buses owned and the number contracted, together 
Wied tne ceteris Ol Dupll load, milearce and costs. These 
figures will be analyzed to arrive €@t unit costs to compare 
public and private buses. ihn es eanalvers will Cover civics. ome 
im phe nombhern, central and Souumern parts-~ol the provinee: 

More detailed evidence concernine costs and service 
Amgen pyr ouses will be secured by Visiting, tne offices ot 
five seneol divisions in Southern Alberta. These Cige Mane 
had more experience than most of the others. thee oF 
them, Lethbridge, Macleod and Foremost, rank first, second 
and third in the Province for number of buses operated. 
Two of them, Taber and St. Mary's River, rank fifth and 
sfeehem These not only have experience, but they are 
representative of both thickly populated and sparsely popu- 
baceo Gistraess, sana 01 boun all weather roads and Girt roads. 

ia Aibervea tae Highway Trattiie Board, whieh passes 
judgment on all school buses, has gathered data relevant to 
the safety and comfort of buses. ‘These data which are 
representative of the whole province will be used also in 


this study. 


ae oe oni ner an, WMMNnt Cr: Minny, iene at 
Annual Report of the Department of Education 1919, 
Table 35. 


ede 16 Gaobet 8 


Da eed 


‘pte 


Softener be eteod “mrt 


HeecEh mseeleHOR 


to teem Mart 6 


i5 

Comparisons will be made where appropriate, between 
conditions here and in the United States and reference 
saad te solutions: there which might apply in Alberta. 

Reference will be made to the minutes of the Annual 
Refresher course, held each year in the province, for 
school division secretaries and others. At these courses 
the whole problem of school bus ownership has been debated. 

To arrive at a tentative solution to the problem 
certain criteria must be set up and applied. A review 
of the literature reveals that there is a general agree- 
ment on what these criteria should be, although some 
studies concentrate on perhaps one or two criteria while 
others usé morée 

The Highway Traffic Board’® , for instance, is con- 
eerned only with service which they specify as safety 
and comfort. 

Lambert ©9 discusses eost, flexibility of operation 
or administrative control, and service. 

In the studies reviewed in chapter one emphasis was 
placed Om trend in’ ownership. | 

In this investigation, therefore, the following 


€riteria will) be applied: 


28 
Operation of School Vans, Pamphlet by Alberta 
Trustees Association, 198. pl. 


2 
Tac GC. Lambert, School Transportation, Stanford 
UNiversity Press, 1938. pig. 
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iL Servies 
(a) Which gives greater comfort, the publicly 
ey bus or the privately owned bus. 
(bo? Whites is 'sater? 
(c) Which is more efficient? 
es cost — wareh costs Less? 
3. Administration - which is most conveniently and 
efficiently managed? 
4, Trend in ownership - What is the trend in Alberta? 
Fhe procedure will be to examine each eriterion 
separately by gathering data pertinent to each. From the 
data used, conclusions with respect to each criterion will 
be drawa. Finally an overall conelusion will be based on 
eae Samples of data used, on opinion and om the findings 


of other investigators. 
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CHAPTER ITT 
SERVICE GIVEN BY PRIVATELY OWNED AND 
PUBLICLY OWNED BUSES 
COMFORT ; 

During the last few years there has been a marked 
improvement in the type of buses used by the divisions. 
Until recently thousands of children were riding in 
conveyances considered unsatisfactory by parents, students 
and others. Very often a half- to one-ton truck chassis 
was used, with a home-made box on the back containing two 
longitudinal benches to accommodate a dozen or more 
youngsters. Thanks to vehement opposition by the Highway 
Traffic Board and by the parents concerned, these vehicles 
are disappearing from the roads. A check reveals that in 
the divisions of Foremost, Taber, Lethbridge, Macleod or 
St. Mary's River, not one of these substitute conveyances 
is now used... No doubt other divisions are replacing them. 

However, many students ride in buses that the Alberta 
Highway Traffic Board classifies as B and C conveyances. 
Mostly, these are one-ton truck chassis with panel bodies. 
The seats usually run lengthwise. In some cases the seats 
are padded, or perhaps the daw Space is increased. Aside 
from these panel bodies, there are many locally built bus 


bodies made wholly or mainly of wood and usually with 


longitudinal seats. 
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@n the main, an A class bus# is usually factory built 
with all steel body, padded cross seats, ample window space 
with safety glass, proper heating and ventilation. Many 
of these attributes of a class A bas make it more comfor- 
Gablemunam 4a elass, Boor-elass, ¢..bus. it.is much more 
ComLercable worm limsetanee bo. ride.Onm.crosS.seats than.on 
longitudinal seats. To make a comparison, on the basis of 
GOMmPOrs .~Or. 2 oubilli ely ape ed and privately.owmed buses, 2 
enechewas made .om, alt ~=buses,opecratingwin five sehool divisions 
bos Gl ScOvVer.cac,.mnumber,ot,class,.-& buses which, are Spe 


owned and privately owned. 
TABLE I 


PERCENTAGES OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE CLASS A. BUSES 
IN FIVE SCHOOL DIVISIONS 


RA RR 


nnn 


i ann SE 


Total Number of 


Privately Owned Number of Percent 
Buses. Class A Class A 
52 30 a) 


Total Number of 
Publicly Owned 
Buses 


85 18 , 56 


# See appendix for specifications. 
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In two of the divisions studted, Foremost and St. 
Mary's, only privately owned buses were used. This situa- 
yee abo suaes for the larger number of privately owned 
buses and makes it necessary to use percentages to make 
comparisons as to comfort. | 

Table I indicates that where publicly owned buses are 
operated a youngster has nearly three times the chance of 
riding in a bus that qualifies for the A category than he 
would have if he rode in a privately owned bus. 

There is a danger of minimizing the fact that ‘some 
private operators do provide good buses. some divisions 
are more successful than others in persuading private 
contractors to buy factory made buses. The question of 
cost enters here and will be discussed later. 

An important factor to consider in analyzing the above 
table is that the average load in a division bus is larger 
than in a private pus? 9, Therefore, figured on a pupil 
basis, the percentage differences would be even greater in 
favor of the publicly owned vehicle. 

tm ,bhe city of Lethbridge, ome large garage owner”, 
has specially interested himself in the business of selling 
school buses. After.he was well started in his sale of 
school buses, he supplied the following figures relative 


to total sales he had made: 


O 
3 Annual Report, Department of Education, 191.9. Table 35. 


The name will be given on application to the writer. 
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TABLE Il 


TYPE OF BUS PURCHASED BY DIVISIONS AND PRIVATE CONTRACTORS 


Size of Bus in To Private fo wSchoo! 
Passenger Load Number Sold Contractor Divisions 
18 1 6 1 
20 hh hy 0 
30 y al 3 
Bo 10 6) 10 
he 9 2 if 
8 2 0 2 
Sh at e) at 
Panels 15 one ae 

Za B31 


All of these buses except the panel buses were factory 
made with all the required attributes for a class A bus. 
That is, they had a bus-type, all steel body with padded 
cross seats. The figures indicate that private individuals 
bought more of the small type factory bus or the panel bus 
and that divisions bought panels and larger buses. In some 
areas the lighter bus is no doubt better because of road 
conditions or sparsity of population or some other factors 
These figures show, however, that in spite of many routes 
being in areas of thick population and gravelled or hard 
surface roads where large buses could be used, private 
individuals did not buy the large buses. 

The evidence from these five divisions shows, therefore, 


that in the matter of comfort the publicly owned bus excels, 
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These publicly owned vehicles tend to be larger than the 
privately owned, apparently because often the private 
Mere osc oe will not purchase a large bus. Further, there 
is a larger percentage of them in the A category which 


means that they are built for the job they have tO dOe 


SAFETY 

Some of the elements that determine the safety of a 
school bus are:- the driver, the type of body, the age of 
the Poses 

The driver: By common consent the driver is considered 
to be the most important factor in the safe operation of a 
school bus. No bus, no matter how well constructed or how 
well maintained, is safe in the hands of an irresponsible, 
“careless driver. Concerning the driver, there has been 
much opinion offered by board members, parents and teachers. 
On the one hand it is said that if a driver owns his .bus 
he will exercise judicious care in maintaining and driving 
it; onthe ‘other hand that‘al driver of a’ public bus does 
a better job because in the first place he was chosen and 
perhaps trained as a driver and he may easily be dismissed - 
he is completely under the control of the board. This, 
however, is in the realm of conjecture - no evidence supports 
elther opinion. 

No objective investigation has come to the writer's 
attention which would substantiate the belief that there 


is a relationship between safe drivers and ownership of 
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puses. Until proven otherwise it may be assumed that the 
proportion of good and poor drivers is the same for publicly 
owned buses as for privately owned buses. This is an 
important observation, because if a. board believes that 
good drivers and privately owned buses go hand in hand 
then that board will tend to use privately owned buses with 
their thinking based on an incorrect premise. The same 
could be argued of course with respect to publicly owned 
buséSe 

School divisions where buses are publicly owned are 
often confronted with the question of the advisability of 
using high school students as drivers. Ambrose2+ made 2 
study which is most useful to such school boards because 
he found that high school students may safely and economically 
be used as school bus drivers provided they are carefully 
chosen, given a definite training program and properly 
supervised. 

Meadows? offers an opinion relating to drivers, whnich 


favors the publicly owned bus: 


It is possible, through public ownership to have 
a greater number from which to select in choosing 
the school bus drivers. Notall individuais who 
would make capable and efficient drivers would be 
able to own @ DUS. ------- 899m em renee ener nnn 


It has been claimed that a private owner will 


apie 3 
3 Philip Spencer Ambrose, The Use of High School Students 
as School Bus Drivers, unpublished doctor's thesis, Columbia; 


T9L9. Concluding chapter. 


2@vMeadows, op. cit. p 201. 
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bake “better eare of a school ‘bus “than the school 

bustdriver’ of a’ publicly owned vehicle. However, 

bhi giewlaim.thad mot been isubstantiated "by (facts. 

The type of body: Evidence concerning the type of 
body in use by divisions and private owners may be found 
in a study made by the titglawa trani)e Bodied: Tne "Board 
classifies buses peimeerty onthe basis of safety--. Under 
the direction of Mri ¢.J.(Kenway s#lechinveal Advisor , Highway 
ieatipe Board) "a repert’ omit the’ school bus situvaticon “im Gthe 
province of Alberta was written in 191.7. He made a detailed 


eheck on two hundred anid “ninety-seven buses, arriving at the 


freures indiveated in Tabke “PFI; 


CLASSIFICATION OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE BUSES BY HIGHWAY 
TRAFFIC BOARD 


ae RCE NAPE ENR AN NET erm ey mers Rb aR SOR SR AI ALOR TRI EM ARE RO VA NA FEEL ERLANGER LLL Ny eA 


ac aren eon anieneneanenrc sts - 
ae np EG 


Buses Publicly Owned 


wee sea 


iS eeieemimediiemandntamadaneicdiimimamimaninieemmemanamten eeeeeenE ee 


B G TOTAL 


CLASS A 
No. of Vehicles 5 my oO 2h 1g 
Percent 6 63 30 

Buses Privately Owned 
CLASS A B C TOTAL 
No. of Vehicles 12 P2123 218 
Percent 5 36 56 
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pers tion of School Vans, pamphlet by Alberta School 
Trustees Association, 19h8. 
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Because of the small number of buses. in the A category 
at that time, it is expedient to combine the A and B 
classes. It will be seen that of the publicly owned buses 
checked 69% were B or better, while of the privately owned 
buses 1.3% were B or better. The sample included nearly 
half of the buses in the provincee 

This study by the Highway Traffic Board shows that the 
boards were operating a larger percentage of safer buses 
than were the private owners. 

No study is available concerning the age of the publicly 
owned bus compared to the age of the privately owned bus. 
The school division secretaries do not keep a record show- 
ing the ages of the private buses, which means that an 
investigator must interview every private bus operator to 
determine maha offhis bus. An attempt to do this was 
made in the Lethbridge School Division. 

A private owner” operates a fleet of fourteen buses 
in the latter School Division, ranging from new to fifteen 
years alld Table IV gives the data concerning the ages of 


these buses as of December, 1950. 
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TABLE IV 


AGES OF FOURTEEN BUSES OPERATED BY ONE PRIVATE OWNER 


YEAR MADE NO. OF EACH AGE IN YEARS 
1935 1 15 
1936 1 Lh 
1937 2 13 
1938 2 2 
1939 i fle 
1945 1 5 
191.6 2 by 
194.8 il 2 
19.9 Zz ab 
1950 a is 


The average age of the buses in Table IV is 7.6 years. 
The Lethbridge School Division in 1949 owned and 
operated 2h buses. Table V sets out the ages of these 


buses as of that year. 
TABLE V 


AGES OF 2) BUSES OWNED BY THE LETHBRIDGE SCHOOL DIVISION 


YEAR MADE NO. OF EACH AGE IN YEARS 
1939 iL 10 
191 2 8 
192 1 7 
19 1 5 
1945 i by 
194.6 2 3 
1947 3 2 
1948 7 1 
19h9 6 a 


The average age of the buses in Table V was 2.5 years. 
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These two tables compare the sae ce only one section 
of the privately owned buses with all the publicly owned 
buses for one school division. The comparison may not, 
therefore, be completely fair to all privatd owners. The 
private owner was operating buses in 1935 while the school 
division has owned buses since 1937. At the date for which 
figures were obtained they had been operating seventeen and 
fifteen years respectively. It might ne claimed that new 
buses are not being purchased by private operators because 
pacye heel lms eceuirs in their contract. In the Lethbridge 
penool Division, however, the poliey of the Board has’ been 
to use privately owned buses when they can be obtained. 

im the samples herein considered, thie average age of the 
privately owned buses is three times the average age of 


the publicly owned buses. 


EFFICIENCY OF OPERATION~- 

The.efficiency of any school bus is dependent on factors 
already studied such as the comfort of the bus and its 
safety; but it is dependent also on the type of driver, the 
service rendered, the reliability and control of the bus 
by school authorities. 

some of these factors are difficult to determine object- 
ively but it is interesting to note the opinion of the 


people closely concerned with school buses. For purposes 
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of this investigation opinion was gathered from eleven 
PE Sele in the Lethbridge School Division, who have 

had experience with both publicly owned and privately 
owned buses. They administer schools ranging in size from 
four rooms to eleven rooms with an average of about seven 
rooms. Serving their schools are fifty-five buses - 
twenty five of them owned by the division and thirty 


privately owned. 
TABLE VI™ 


OPINION OF ELEVEN SCHOOL PRINCIPALS IN LETHBRIDGE SCHOOL 
DIVISION 


RE rc rn aa a REE Eo VR ERLE EY BE EE EEE AARNE CG Se 


Publicly Privately . No difi— 


Owned Owned erence No 
Buses Buses Noted Opinion 
Better drivers @ 3 5 1 
Safer vehicles 7 1 3} O 
More comfortable 8 0 3 0 
Better service 6 3 2 © 
More reliable 5 2 h © 
PreGinea on bus" 
to route 2 3 5 1 
Control by Sehool 
authorities 8 © 3 O 
Mour eChouce As a 
Principal 8 3 © O 


See appendix for a copy of questionnaire. 


This means to use the proper size bus for a given 
routée 


ee ee 


cy oem | 


ieeeepera oe ae mea 
Ale G Stu pase ve! 


oe 


coat 


RhoEmb ae 


ai | 
a 


ROT TAN gon Air 
: Point tee 


ey fen Sw eae a 


Ke ; : 
avd i a Dian BA Hil 1 

AEP AI CAR rem RR 6 ee yp RRR NN Ne ERR SAREE Ee eben arom Oa etn 8 stipe ran! < A oa rte Rnb eo FP NRF RD wT TTA 
hp em ee np ke ane AUR Re Wi Yetta feeb 'S i eRe MR NAAO Agel ey is EFI HR at emer ease UR ONY Reg nd Pay tis bE te al 


ee ene ne ee ee ee eee ie ee oo, Ce ee a ee Se er or AME CE I HE a PRUNE Ai r= Na A ROR 
= i ¥ i 4 i : yas : " 
: j " 


 BtevEtb | 


Soe ri , Veta e a 

‘ rt een GPT Vpn : We 
Soir igang (Spier rao net Haein eames rN stone Bindi tas os heal 
> A TN Ot i een Aes, 


7 TY) 


28 


Hable ViIois a digest of the opinion of these eleven 
principals. There is little difference in their estimate 
of the qualities of the drivers of either type of bus: 
five of the principals see no difference. In the judgment 
of the principals, however, the public and private pues 
ae differ with respect to comfort and safety. The opinion 
here is definitely in favor of publicly owned buses. 

By service is meant such things as punctuality on a 
schedule, delivering children as close to home as possible, 
protecting children from accidents in crossing roads, 
making detours when necessary, and any extra courtesy when 
ealled upon. The opinion of the principals in regard to 
service favors the publicly owned buses in the ratio of 
two to one. 

Reliability is concerned with a bus making its route 
day after day, in all types of weather, and arriving on 
time. The number of principals who made a choice favored 
the publicly owned buses in a ratio of more than two to one. 

it is interesting Co note that no principal claims 
that a senool board has more control over a private bus. 
Control rsa vitalipacLor in elticient operation. The 
school board at all times should be able to determine where 
a bus shall operate and how many children it should carry. 
The board should be able to determine when a bus is unfit 


for operation. 
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When principals were asked to make an overall choice 
of sparta er eight out of eleven preferred buses owned by 
the aivaious It is to be recognized that this is a small 
sample, and not necessarily representative of the entire 
province. 

Opinion was solicited also from representative rate- 
payers in the Lethbridge School Division. One hundred 
questionnaires” were circulated among the ratepayers of 
eleven central schools. Fifty three completed questionnaires 
were returned from nine of these schoolse 

The questionnaire was worded in such a way that the 
opinions expressed, in order to carry weight, should come 
from people who lived in districts served by both publicly 
owned and privately owned buses. Unfortunately, question- 
naires received from people in this category numbered only 
five. This is not a large enough sample from.which to 
draw general conclusions. It is interesting, however, to 
note from Table VII that the opinions of these five strongly 
favor public ownership. 

Of the remaining forty-eight questionnaires returned, 
thirty-seven came from ratepayers who lived in districts 
where only privately owned buses were used; and eleven came 
from ratepayers where only publicly owned buses were used. 


As stated before, the wording of the questionnaire would 


“See appendix for a copy of questionnaire. 
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preclude any valid conclusions based anette detailed 
response of these forty-eight ratepayers. They were not 
asked if they were satisfied with their present buses but 
were asked to compare their own buses with the other type, 
but since they had no experience with these they were not 
in a position to judge them. It might be claimed, however, 
that if the ratepayer chose the kind of bus presently 
Operating invhis district he was satisfied; but that. if 
hevehose thetopposite typeof vbus, there was an implied 


complaint. 
TABLE VII 


OPINION OF FIVE RATEPAYERS REGARDING EFFICIENCY OF 
OPERATION WHERE BOTH PUBLICLY OWNED AND PRIVATELY OWNED 
BUSES WHERE USED. 


Pablichys Privately. No Diff- 


Owned Owned erence No 
Buses Buses Noted Opinion 
Better drivers 2 6) 2 aL 
Safer buses h © 1 O 
More comfortable My 0 O 1 
Better service 2 0 2 il. 
More reliable 3 O eo O 
Control by sehooil 
Authorities My 0 O at 
Overall choice hh @ 0 ; i 
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With the above limitations and qualifications staal aiglalsiaNel 
the totals from these forty-eight questionnaires were noted. 
Of the total of thirty-seven ratepayers living where privately 
owned buses were used, sixteen gave the other type of bus 
as ee overall choice, six registered no opinion and 
fifteen favored using privately owned buses. Of the total 
of eleven ratepayers living where publicly owned buses were 
used, one gave the other type of bus as his overall choice 
and ten favored using publicly owned busese 

To nas a more objective study of the reliability On 
both types of buses, a check was made on bus reporss 2h 
the Leshbridge School Division. This furnisaed a sample 
of data from which valid conclusions could be made as to 
reliability of operation. Every school month each driver 
presents a bus report to the secretary treasurer in the 
Sehnooldivision, office. This bus report jshows, among 
other things, the time of arrival at school each morning, 
reasons for being late and days missed and why. ‘The bus 
reports, of all, seventy-three buses were eheeked..) This 
check covered 730 separate sheets which made up the record 
for the full year from January to December of 1950. 

A digest of jtmese reports is given'im Pable VIII. in 
fairness to the whole bus system of the Lethbridge School 


Division it should be noted that January and February of 1950 
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were unusually cold attimes and there was much snow and 
Gdrifting snow. inese Tipures are net, therefore, typieal 
ef winter bus operation in the division studied. However, 
the figures are valid’ for this investigation, because both 
Gypes Of buses were subject to the same road and weather 
conditions. 

Monin by meomia thaevlates were noel .im the same proportion 
ae the number of bUSeS In the two cavegories;: bus over a 
Derlod Of.se year, vney were. nue Same, proportion, wihien 
indicates that reliability of operation is not dependent 
on ownership. The,twenty five publiely owned buses 
recorded 152 lates or an average of six each for the whole 
Wear + Opera tue. The forty-eight private buses recorded 
239 lates or an average of six each for the year. 


ihese findimas are amportant to this .Levestigation. 


ole 


He 


Mien opr Mm On Waseem Oltered im rerard to Une reluapl InGy 
Sh Operauom et one type Of bus as Saeceinst tae other. The 
eneck On these seventy taree buses over a@ period of a year 
Shows, however, that there was no difference in these 
aspects of reliability of operation between publicly owned 
and privately owned buses. 


Summary. Factors which determine efficient management 


were well summarized py Mic. AP. Geant, .President, Alberta 
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Divisional Secretary-Treasurer's Association at their 


annual short course in June 19,824: 


The advantage of 


summarized as follows: 


1. 
Ce 


Better, more comfortable vehicles. 


Moreediréeetuand effictentweontrol by 
the Board. 


Ne hageling over changes in route, 
increased mileage, bad roads, et cetera. 


It is easier to deal with private owners 
it you have some of your owm busies. 


Continuity of service is assured. Some 
private operators are quite enthusiastic 
fer a waile, then they get careless and 
lose interest. 


fin Ourrarca-it»is diffiieult.to.intverest 
people in senool’ bus (Operation.  Tais is 
probably, duce to the present high income 
Of the people im our area. Or 1G may be 
that we do not offer enough money. If 
tiie labuer 1s wae Case it would ¢€os: ws 
more to have the privately owned buses. 


the division owned buses may be 


the, conclusion -as,to.efficiency is that in, respect to 


reliability of operation there is no difference between 


privately owned and publicly owned buses; while in respect 


to control, and popular choice the evidence favors 


publicly owned buses, 
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CHAPTER IV 
RELATIVE COSTS OF OPERATING PRIVATELY AND PUBLICLY 
OWNED BUSES 

As stated before, the transportation problem has 
presented itself gradually tovschool boards. It has been 
a necessary appendage to the problem of closing one-room 
schools and building eentral,senools. ( AsBavresul tb, there 
has been very little systematized cost accounting relative 
to school buses. It appears that full, complete, and 
ie avai nl records, showing the cost of operating public 
school busés in vAlberta, \do not ‘exist. -.It.is easy-to 
ascertain what privately owned buses cost the school 
division to operate; the contractor's pay check will show 
that; but determination of the cost of operating publicly 
owned buses presents a problem. Among the items to be 
considered are capital cost, depreciation Bepeir bilis,, 
running expenses and driver's salary. One can read a 
financial statement of any division and discover the total 
amount spent in any year for transportation, but to make 
a comparison it US “necessary to know cost per mile and 
cost per mile per student. Here the issue is clouded be- 
cause the total amount recorded may not include depreciation, 
interest on debentures, or other indirect costs. 


The situation, however, is improving. School boards 
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are aware of the increased costs of school transportation, 
which are annual einea charges. Accordingly some school 
boards are examining their accounts to determine how the 
best service can be given at the lowest cost. Of the five 
divisions studied for this thesis, two use only private 
bugec -=— there is: mo question about their costs. The 
other three divisions, Taber, Lethbridge and Macleod, have 
both types of buses. Taber School Division is now keeping 
exhaustive records on its buses and has employed an addi- 
tional bookkeeper to set up and maintain a system of 
detailed accounting of the buses (1951). Lethbridge School 
Division is now maintaining a system of cost accounting 
and Macleod for some time has done this. This means that 
aS; [he years go by more and more reliable figures will be 
available with which to compare the costs of public and 
private buses. 

To get a view of provincial overall averages, Table IX 
is set up. This is taken from the Annual Reports of the 
Department of Education,22 93° where figures for two years 


only were available. 


7 


Forty-Third Annual Report of the Department of 
Education, 19n0. p 116, 
6 
3 Forty-Fourth Annual Report of the Department of 
Education 1919. p 130. 
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TABLE IX 
PROVINCIAL AVERAGE COSTS OF OPERATING PUBLIC 


AND PRIVATE BUSES 
FOR 1947 AND 198 


Avc Goss)! Of) Aw. Coston, 
No. of No. of Operating Operating 
Year Fublie? Buses “Private, Buses Public Bus ‘Private Bus 
1917 LBS) 559 $ 1271 € 1333 
194.8 169 631 a 1416 & 1590 


From this babble the Andicationsis that public buses 
eost less to operate than do private buses. 

Table % offers a more comprehensive picture. These 
figures were taken directly from the Annual Report of the 
Department of Education published in 1950°", They cover 
the year 1948. ‘Investigators in the United States, who 
are studying the problem are hesitant about accepting 
unit costs as a yardstick unless many unit costs are cal- 
culated and found to be consistent, one set with another°, 
In Table X three unit costs were calculated and found to be 
consistent in that they are smaller in the case of publicly 
owned buses. | | 
: It is notieeable from Table X that costs as measured 
by these three units tend to be less in divisions where 


some publicly owned buses are used than in divisions where 


Mite. 5 aso! 


38Report of the Proceedings of the Fifth Annual Refresh 
Course In School Aaministratron, University of Alberta, 


1950. p 88. 
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only private buses are used. 

Ey eneeen the evidence as set out in Table X is not 
conclusive, because in some cases depreciation et cetera 
were not considered, there is an indication that unit 
costs for operating publicly owned buses are less than 


for privately owned buses. 


COSTS IN THE TABER SCHOOL DIVISION 

In 1949, Taber School Division owned and operated 
seventeen of its thirty-eight buses. These were operated 
from the divisional garages, one situated in Taber, and 
the other in Vauxhall. The private buses served the smaller 
centres where population was somewhat sparse. 

A coneerted effort on the part of the Board and the 
superintendent was made here to set up an accurate cost 
accounting system. It is difficult, however, with figures 
thus far available, to make a detailed breakdown of costs 
to determine the ‘difference between operating private and 
publie buses. A comparison is not very meaningful because 
most of the publicly owned buses were larger than the 
privately owned buses, and some of these publicly owned — 
buses made two trips each day and operated over better roads. 

With these qualifications and limitations in mind 
Table XI is presented, using figures secured from the files 


of the Taber School Division, 
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TABLE XI 


COST OF OPERATING SCHOOL BUSES 1949 
TABER SCHOOL DIVISION 


Bus Noe Cost per Mile Cost per Student Mile 

Publiely Privately Jejblogkalelllaiy Privately 
Owned Owned Swned Owned 
1 $ .30 ENS Ges) o .Oeu oi Olle 
2 eek 25 Olio. 2) eOl2 
3 se3 wee 007 eos 
by sali «20 2007 6 O53 
5 ol9 S28 2 OO) s0ec 
6 28) RAS. 2005 soul 
if 029 219 O17 028 
8 220 a2) ALG) AOL 
9 225 520 » 00 sOL6 
10 219 oe 00), 6009 
11 Aral) 720 005 2005 
ie sel ee OO), 015 
13 4 (ee SOtal 


Tae average cost per student mile for publicly owned 
buses was $ .006. 

ime averace cost per student mille for privately ewned 
buses was $ .015. 

fae median cose per student mile for publicly owned 
buses was $ .005. 

The median cost per student mile for privately owned 


buses was $ .013. 
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To arrive at these figures, the Taber School Division 
gave consideration to the following items: 

Depreciation on bus, gasoline, oil, repairs, 

driver's salary, garage mechanic's salary, 

main garage - heat, light, water, 

depreciation on garage, insurance on garage, 

license on bus, telephone, painting and 

imsurancie Oni DUS. 

An examination of Table XI substantiates the board's 
belief that they are saving money on those buses which 
are owned by the division. 

Table XII is offered as added evidence concerning 
eost of operation of buses. Macleod and Foremost Divisions 
-are both in the South where winters are comparatively 
open; both have Seen operating buses for some time; and 
road son Shore are fairly comparable. | it is apparent 
from the table that Macleod with some publicly owned 
buses is operating at less cost than is Foremost. 

An investigation was made to determine the actual 
cost of a fleet of five privately owned buses and the probable 
cost if these same five buses were publicly owned. The 
following are actual costs, as calculated by the owner 
operating five buses in the Lethbridze School Division. 
The figures were submitted by the owner himself and are 
based on his experience of operating buses. If the 
Lethbridge School Division were to set up a central garage 


of its own in the city of Lethbridge, not necessarily for 


tik ee — univer 


_ qnotety ib: 


£ miedo sofeb 


eldadony oid 


he 


LTO° Lie cc? OT ESE €69 * ol of Sesng UOTSTATC 
| 676T LSONAYON 


clo° 99° ST: 183) (Suh €92°92 9T sesng e4eatid 
600° ¢$ 97°. ¢ SEY LO SEE & SST°L9 $ OT Sesnd UoTsTAtd 


646T dos IOVW 
ei ee = ee ee ee ee ee 


e[yw zed f£ep Ttdnd snq zed (002) Aep 
Ttdnd aed gas09 ded 4800 eTtw aed ys0p aed 4s09 4809 Teqo, wzequmn 


SS ES 


676T YOU LSONAYOS ANV GOMIOVN 4O SLSOO 40 NOSIYVdWOO V 


IfX wIeva 


43 


storage purposes but for periodic checkups, minor and 
maior repairs and overhauls, supplies of cylinder oil, 
grease jobs, et cetera, then these five buses could be 


owned and serviced by the division as is done by the 


Fle 
a3) 


Taber division. Items could be purchased wholesale as 
done elsewhere; including: oil, grease, parts, tires, 
batteries, antifreeze, et cetera. 

The difference between the actual cost of operating 
five privately owned buses and the estimated cost of 
operating five publicly owned buses represents a saving 
of $1.25 per bus per day. Since the five divisions studied 
in Southern Alberta operated an average of forty-seven 
buses each, this amount represents a possible saving to 
each scnoel- division on forty-seven buses of Sibe/7 50,00 
per year. 

It may seem impractical to make a comparison which 
hinges on a division owning its own repair depot, but such 
depots are now appearing in Alberta, as in Taber and 
Vauxhall, and have been used extensively in the United 
Soaves. Ahis practice is referred to by Dr. J.W. Gilles, 
Associate Professor of Education, University of Alberta, 


in speaking before the school division secretaries at 


their short course in June 19h9°?, He was talking speci- 


9 s 1 a s J s 
3 Annual Refresher Course in Sehool Administration, 
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TABLE XIII 


ACTUAL COSTS FOR FIVE PRIVATE BUSES (PANELS) TO 


200 Day Basis 


LETHBRIDGE DIVISION 199 


Capital Outlay $11,983.0h 


Insurance 617.66 
Drivers 3,000.00 
Gas, Oil, Grease 2,000.00 
Repairs 1,000.00 
Tires 1,000.00 
Batteries 125.00 
Depreciation 10% 1,198.30 


Return on Investment 


approximately 13% 1,529.00 
Total for year $10,500.00 


Bach bus 


2,100.00 


Each bus per day $10.50 (actual figure paid by board) 


BREAKDOWN OF COSTS OF THESE FIVE BUSES FOR A YEAR 


Drivers 


Gas 


Oil 


Grease 


$3.00 per day (3x5x200) $3 000.00 


48 miles per day per bus 
12 miles to gallen 
4 gallons per day per bus 
eH2 per gallon £1.68 
(1.68x5x200) 1,680.00 


Bach bus travels 10,000 miles 
per year. Change every 600 miles 
17 changes per year @ $2.50-$h2.50 


$42.50 for 5 buses 212.50 

1O grease jobs per bus per year 

@ $1.50 75.00 
in round numbers $5 y000.00 


* This figure is exact. Figures above this are 
submitted as estimates. 
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TABLE XII (Continued) 
BREAKDOWN 
Carried forward 


Repairs - first calculating over a 
3-year period one bus 


Rear end and/or Transmission 


axles, spindles $135.00 

Springs 70.00 
New motor 215.00 
Radiator core ho.0o 
Brekes 65.00 
Body, doors welding 35.00 
Antifreeze 30600 
$590.00 

One bus for one year 197.00 
Five buses for one year 985.00 


(in round numbers 
Tires: tires per year per bus @ $50.00 


Batteries: 1 per year per bus @ $25.00 


Depreciation 
Interest return 


Tnsurance 


5 


#& 5,000.00 


1,000.00 
1,000.00 
125.00 


$ 7,125.00 
1 5198.30 
1,529.00 


61.7. 68 


$10,500.00 
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TABLE XIV 


ESTIMATED COST OF THE SAME FIVE BUSES IN 
TABLE XIII IF BUSES WERE PUBLICLY OWNED 


Drivers $3,000.00 
Gas $1,680.00 
O11 1.06 per gallon) x 
(Taber School Division) 112.00 
Grease 
cost of grease x 25.00 
Repairs | 
#1 ,000.00 less 30% * 700.00 
Tires 
$1,000.00 less 30% * 700.00 
Batteries 
$125.00 less 30% 88.06 3.305400 
$6,305.00 
Depreciation 1196.30 
Tnsurance 600.00 
$8,103.30 


Garage expense (estimated from Taber 
School Division ) 


Mechanic & 750.00 is 
Depreciation 200.00 
Maintenance “175.00 $1,125.00 
For 5 buses per 200 days $9,228.30 
1 bus per 200 days 1,845.66 
1 bus per day $9.22 


* Discounts are as used by Taber Division 


** maber Division charges $150.00 to each pus 
for mechanic's wages full time. 


x Part of the difference in these amounts is 
covered by garage expense. 
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fically of forty-five school districts in California: 


Districts owning five or more buses generally 
employed a part-time or full-time mechanic 

whose res ponsibility it was to service and 

repair the buses in garages owned and equipped 

by the school districts. These districts also 
generally purchased oil, grease, tires, batteries, 
and parts at the wholesale prices. 


In this same address Dr. Gilles made other remarks pertinent 
GOmGhe discussion ere: 


These forty-five districts used a total of one 
hundred and eighteen buses of which ninety or 76% 
were owned by the districts. These figures 
indicate the great popularity of Sli eebren ee Sere 
buses. 


Scott Lo Will pe, hoLlced, (reterring. to a 

table) that the unit costs’ of school districts 
Using Contract buses are uniformly and appreciably 
higaere than these of “districts owning their’ own 
DUSSSee sce reso. Fads COnmiins Tae (die cum om 

AGL NOrLbTesS Em tne rreld om pupil transporvavion 
thatyab 1s more economical for’ a district vo own 
its own buses than’ to use contract buses. 


Abbott refers to North Carolina where all the buses 


are publicly owned and garages are used. 


All of the one hundred counties, except one, in North 
Carolina maintain school bus garages in which is 
carried on the major portion of the school bus main- 
tenance program. These county garages are operated 
on a very economical and satisfactory basis. 


North Carolina is furnishing safe transportation to 
ibs sSsceneolvehitdren at less than halt the per: pupil 
cost of any other state. 


There is another problem concerning costs which has 


been -the-topie-of much diseussion-—-eapital—costs. Some 


He abou David Abbott, State Responsibility for the 
Organization and Administration of Public School Transpor- 
tation, University of Colorado, Boulder, Col.; unpublished 
doceorts thesis, 1951. p 159. 
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school divisions decide their whole ownership policy on 
the basis of their ability to make capital expenditure 
ere aug. 

Mre Cede Kenwaytt, Technical Advisor, Highway Traffic 
Board, has this to say in part: 


The basie factor ‘that must be considered in 
the economy of operation is the type of owner- 
ship under which school transportation is 
being carried on. Opinions differ on this 
point and at the present time; particularly 
im tals previnese, WO ome) can as yet state 
dogmatically as to which type of ownership 

of buses should be favored. Many school 
Divisions favor the privately owned bus 
arrangement; on the other hand several 
Divisions own and operate buses with good 
results. It would appear that the type of 
ownership that should be favored would be 
dependent upon the individual school Division's 
ability to make outlays in capital investment. 
When no further capital investment is possible 
im” the immediate future, the School Division 
can make provision for adequate school trans- 
portation by letting out contracts to private 
individuals. However, in those Divisions 
where funds are available experience has 

shown in many parts of the United States 

that tae publiely owned vehieles would be 

the most economical arrangement. 


At the annual short course for division secretaries 
(198) 42 the problem of capital outlay for buses was dis- 
cussed. One delegate used it as an argument against 
public ownership. This cbjection was answered oy Me. AP. 


“Grant, the President, as follows; 


iM 


C.5< Kenway, Let's Talk About School Buses, The 
Alberta School Trustee, April, 1950. p 12. 


42 annual Refresher Course 1948, p 75. 
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I don't care whether you buy the buses your- 

self or a private person buys them, in the 

end the Division pays for them. The only 

difference is that when the private operator 

buys them, the Division pays for them and the 

private operator gets them. No man is going 

to buy a bus if he isn't over a period of 

five or six years going to get the capital 

cost of that bus back. 

The general conelusion from the experience of the 
Taber School Division and from the data from the Lethbridge 
School Division and the Department of Education must be 
tempered by the inadequacy of the records; but, neverthe- 
less, it is clear that publicly owned buses are operated 
at less cost than are privately owned buses. This con- 
clusion is in harmony with what has been found in the 


United States. 


eodare: a0) Me 1: “A e it io yoo! vit ic fr i 


sop 


for “ F & Pony 
Mie I Fan he 
att at bavol seed eat 


Nin (i ity i me ate 


te a 


oY 


50 
CHAPTER V 
ADMINISTRATION OF PUBLICLY OWNED 
AND OF PRIVATELY OWNED BUSES 

No matter who owns the buses, the problem of adminis- 
Porton is a.g¢rowing.one. .Where numbers,of-pupils,are 
transported, additional records are essential in the 
Senool divisiom, offices, adding,to.the work of the 
secretary-treasurer. Supervision is required out on 
the routes, a task which is currently performed by the 
division trustees. 

Where school boards own and operate some or all of 
the buses there are many administrative details encountered. 
The first problem a board has with a publicly owned bus 
is -the business,.of purchasing and paying for the bus. 
Time is required to discuss.the financing of the proposed 
bus because an adequate bus may cost as much as $8,000.00. 
Division boards at present are finding themselves in 
financial ~dittieulties beeause of rising.costs. including 
that for transportation. As a rule buses are purchased 
out of much needed current revenue. Regardless of how 
they pay for them, time and deliberation are required 
concerning such matters as the size of bus required, the 
type of body, the motor and chassis. Often the board 
and secretary, either collectively or individually, do 


a good deal of shopping around and looking over various 
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types of buses before purchasing. Te Hi aaes Traf tie 
Board has prescribed the rules for general construction 
of a good school bus. Keeping within these rules the 
board buys a bus which is suitable in size for the number 
of children on the route and for the type of road over 
woiteh it. must travel... There are such things as dual or 
single wheels to be considered also. 

After the purchase is made, a suitable driver must 
be secured. It takes a man with a keen sense of respon- 
Spite wae will bey) Go Look akter a) pees) of expemsa ye 
equipment which is not his own. He must be sores e 
mechani @aliv inelined so that he can: do minor repairs 
and atbbend Go the servicing of his bus. He must be in— 
dustrious enough to rise early every school morning and 
make his route regardless of the weather or road condi- 
tions. He must be capable of maintaining discipline in 
bis bus. He should be living on tae) route in order to 
prevent waste mileage on the bus. All these things the 
sub-division trustee has in his mind when he looks around 
for a potential driver. 

The trustee plans the route having due regard for 
the location of the bus driver, of the location ae the 


children and of the roads to be travelled. 
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very) morning, of school, the driver’ checks in’ his 
load of children. inthe; Lethbridgeet School Divitsi ont this 
checking means that the driver or teacher enters on a 
record sheet the timesof arrival and the number of students 
Carried, At the end’of the month the principal of the 
schoolvehecks overothe bus*report.to!see thatitimes; days 
aney losdsvercireecordediproperly:; (then he’ sions) thei report 
for the bus driver’ who submits it’ to the secretary-treasurer 
prior to payment’ by eheck. 

if |wnenoriver) smoulldineed: repaivic Por ithe ipuis.| me 
Teucraneorder ei rom: Lac) trustee! obuirom the) secretary, and 
ProOoecececes With his’ purchase. BVerything) that is bought 
execpiy’ pasoline! and’ oll usually requires: permission and 
Fesules in, 4 beOokventry im the divi slonv el faces the 


visions of Taber, Hethbridge and Macleod and probably 
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a. 
many others, now keep aiseparave and full account on each 
DUS, whieh” purports to show every dollar spent. 

During the summer vacation the decision must be made 
relive Len ony) Major Pepa les or replacemonts mMeeced, 
suca asa compl eve motor overhaul or a. new motor. there 
eam be Mo’ seu policy as. TO movor requirement tsa wbecau ce 
different buses operate under different road condi tions 


and diiterent lenicuns of reuves. 
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The trustee ordinarily investigates complaints 
about the operation of the bus. Perhaps it is not running 
on a time schedule. Perhaps too often it misses a certain 
section of the route where the road is muddy or snowbound. 
Usually the.bus driver .is paid by the day, and if he buys 
his own gas.and oil, which is the case in the Lethbridge 
School Division, he does.not feel inclined to.,use too 
much gas on a particularly bad road. The trustee some- 
Games.has,to.deal with. the other extreme where a bus 
ioe will drive the bus over a road which endangers 
the safety of the children or may seriously harm,his bus. 
Perhaps his moe disagreeable task is that of reprimanding 
a bus driver or even asking him to relinquish his contract. 
The driver may be.a former friend or, business associate. 

In rural areas everyone knows everyone aie and the trustee 
is foremost in this regard. 

These, then, are.some of the administrative problems 
connected with a publicly owned bus system. Some of these 
problems present SEoieetes when a private bus is used, as 
for instance, when a bus is purchased. With the present 
high cost of equipment the prospective private bus onevenen 
is somewhat hesitant about investing his money. Boards 


have trouble pursuading a man to invest his money in the 
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type of bus that will meet the requirements of the Highway 
Traffic, Board and*will be large enough economically to 
serve a given territory. Tables I to V present evidence 
that publicly owned buses are generally more adequate than 
are privately owned buses. 

Another problem common to both is the competency and 
hanesty ofithemdriver.’ ini thevcascner thetprivate operator 
iteissaniesser problem’ because it, isnot incumbent.on” the 
division to authorize the use of the bus for any private 
or extra-curricular work. Nor is it the trustee's concern 
as to how roughly the bus is used so long as it is kept 
repaired and in a safe condition. The driver may still 
constitute a problem. He must be personable enough to 
maintain good order andsz00d spiritainshis bus. Une must 
be co-operative, such as when a change in route becomes 
necessary, or extra driving is required because of ime 
passable roads. A driver might be over solicitous about 
his equipment with the result that he does not cover his 
full route when the road is not in g00d condition. The 
whole problem is not so great with a private bus because 
it is only the driver that presents a problem and not 
the bus, provided it is a good one. The secretary does 
not have to keep a ronnie record showing capital cost, 
depreciation, repairs to body, repairs to engine and 
running gear, replacements such as batteries and “tires, 
Nor does he have to scrutinize every garage bill for 


validity and proper signature. 
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Under ideal conditions, where a good driver buys a 
ee bus and the route is planned, the administrative 
problem almost vanishes. Once a month the secretary is 
called upon to sign a pay check. This is a very im- 
portant aac Ae for it saves much time both for 
secretaries and for trustees. It is only natural to 
expect, that because of this and other problems mentioned, 
that some school divisions favor private ownership. Many 
of course have been forced into some public ownership or 
have voluntarily tried it and now realize the advantages-- 
bey are willing to suffer the extra office and field work. 

Bo queue Meo Aer. grant 43 again: 

The big obstacle I see to the division owned 

buses is all the work in the office, and as 

a secretary I am definitely against that, but 


if you are going to pive the people service 
that is the way you will have to do it. 


A.C. Lamberti in commenting on administrative problems 


has this to say: 


On educational grounds and from the stand- 
point) Of Mlexibiliby 11m operation ‘of the 
system, the case for district ownership is 
very clear. Where the amount of service 

is small or new systems are not very exten- 
Sive, the contract method is often better. 
But for large systems, and as a long-time 
policy, district ownership and management 
is une betver metuod, 


4oosa, p 76. 
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Lambert, op. Cit. p 19. 
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Citizens and school administrators are 

‘coming to see that educational service 

together with economical use of public tax 

money is more important than contentment of 

local contractors or the convenience of 

School Boards, who wish to escape some of 

the problems incident to ownership and 

management of the transportation system. 

Probably the time will come in the Province of 
Alberta when the business of transporting students to 
school will be integrated under one transportation director 
in Edmonton, and the details of administration will be 
looked after by local transportation managers. This of 
course will radically change the present situation, as 
outlined in this chapter, where trustees and secretaries 


are called upon to carry out many duties connected with 


publicly owned buses. 
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CHAPTER VI 


TREND IN OWNERSHIP 
As was pointed out in chapter two, the students of 
transportation in the United States have been watching 
the trend in school bus ownership very carefully on the 
assumption no doubt that any school authority is interested 
in what other school authorities are doing with respect to 


ownership of buses. To further exemplify the study of 


5 


trend the following is quoted from E. Glenn Featherston, 
a recognized authority on school transportation: 


The general conclusion is that publicly- 

Owned transportablen facilities result in 

a better and more economic transportation 

program if all otaer things are equal. 

Theat, bails. 1s,a, generally, accepted, fact, is 

indicated by the Tact Chat there has been 2 
change in the United States in the last 

ten years from about 0% public ownership 

of school buses to over 60% public owner- 

ships 2 feel sure that this trend will 

continue and that in another ten years 

there will be a relatively small number of 

privately, owned: sehool,, buses in. this country. 


The advantages of public ownership are 

most Tully realized waen larce Tlects are 
operated) by ia) Sane@le umit. | Tf a sehool, is 

to operate only a single bus, the advan- 

tages of public ownership might be out- 

weighed. by some of the disadvantages. {It 

is my conviction that when a school operates 

as many as three buses that the advantages 

of public ownership outweigh: the disadvantages. 


Loe, Glenn Featherston, Letter to Author, 1951, 
ppecialust for Pupil Pransportation, Office of Education, 
Washington, D.C. 
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The above writer was kind enough to forward a copy 
of a speecht® he made in which he attempts to explain the 
reasons for the trend in favor of public ownershipe 

Briefly his reasons are as follows: 
soe There is no problem of negotiating annually one 
to two dozen contracts with the owners of your school 
buses. There is no such thing as a formula which will 
give a just contract price for all bus routese 
Ce School administrators may lay out or change bus 
routes without consultation with a contractor. 

3. Buses may be used for legitimate purposes to con- 
tribute to the instructional program. 

Me There is control over the kind of driver and over 
his actions. 

Be On the average one should find better discipline 
on a school owned bus. 

66 In a number of studies the school-owned buses Bove 
been found to be in better condition than those privately 
ownéede 

fe There is no doubt that economy will result from 
public ownership. 

This writer in the same pamphlet discusses ways of 
making public buses cost less than private buses. He 


puts emphasis on the fact that a private contractor wants 


Lop, Glenn Featherston, Public Versus Private Owner- 
ship of School Buses. 
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interest on his investment plus something for management. 
With the school Board it is a non-profit proposition. He 
calculates that a school system operating a fleet of forty 
buses.could save $23,500.00 annually. 

This is a much more ambitious figure than that 
estimated on the five buses” studied herein. If it were 
valid for Alberta it would represent a cemine Of (roughly; 
one half a million dollars annually, provided all buses 
were publicly owned. Of course, the economy is presented 
as only one phase of the argument. 

What is the trend in Alberta? 

In 19.7 the Department of Education started publish- 
ing the totals of publicly owned and privately owned 
pusest?, In 1947 there were 697 buses in Alberta, 138 
or 20% owned by the Boards. In 195048 there were 1156 
buses in Alberta, 296 or 26% owned by the Boards. To 
state it another way: Between 1947 and 1950 there were 
159 more buses put into service; of these 158 were 
division owned. That means about one-third of the new 
buses were publicly owned. 

The figures also show that in 1947 twenty-one 


e 


divisions owned one or more buses; in 1950 thirty-four 


“See table XII p hh. 
Lieu Report, Department of Education 194.8, p 130. 


SS vambial Report, Department of Education 1951, p 159. 
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divisions owned one or more, an increase in divisions 

of 64%. In 197 thirty-nine divisions contracted one 

or more buses while in 1950 fifty-two divisions contracted 

one or more, an increase of 33% in the number of divisions. 
Thus, insofar as figures for a three year period can 

be used as an indication, the trend in Alberta is toward 


publicly owned busese 
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CHAPTER VII 


CONCLUSIONS 
To answer the question, "Should school buses be 
publicly or privately owned?", the following criteria 
have been examined: 
1. Service (including comfort, safety, efficiency) 
2. Cost 
3. Administration 


li. Trend in ownership 


le Service. The sample of data used and opinion 
gathered indicate that publicly owned buses offer more 
comfort than do privately owned buses. 

Studies on safety of operation in the United States, 
the investigation made in Alberta by the Highway Traffic 
Board, and opinion gathered all agree that publicly owned 
buses are safer than privately owned. 

In the evidence used from the Lethbridge School 
Division reliability of operation is not dependent on 
ownership. Opinion Be aueaeieies in the United States 
and opinion of a sample of school principals and rate- 
payers indicate a preference for publicly owned buses 
because with ownership goes complete control which they 
feel improves efficiency. 


ee Cost. All evidence studied from the United States 


Lets det qa ca: Uhors 1556 
Ruka Bt. Bae 0k ane 


‘bertkmex ) med 6 Me 


i 


itt barks ert) 


y eB i } yter ee 


; > open 


Le 


: a) va 


62 


and from Alberta is unanimous in claiming less cost for 
operating publicly owned buses than privately owned. 

3. Administration. The body of opinion points up 
the apparent fact that publicly owned buses entail more 
effice work for the secretary and more field work for the 
trustee. Authorities quoted and opinion gathered show, 
nevertheless, a strong preference for publicly owned 
buses. They claim that the benefits accruing from public 
ownership far outstrip any disadvantages resulting from 
extra routine work. 

ii. frend. The trend in ownership in the United 
States and in Alberta is towards publicly owned buses. 

The conclusion reached by the writer, therefore, on 
the basis of the literature studied from the United 
States and the data gathered from the Province of Alberta, 
is that the school authorities should tend toward ownership 


of scnool buses, 
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CHAPTER IX 


RECOMMENDATIONS 

To supply factual data for future investigation into 
school bus ownership, and to improve the school transpor- 
tation system the following recommendations are offered: 
ve That all school boards keep an individual record 
on each bus owned, showing such items as make, size, 
description of bus body, original cost, depreciation, 
repair record, running expenses, route and mileage, 
driver's wages, load carried, Cost per day, cost per mike, 
eost per student mile. | 
exe That a record be kept of privately owned busés 
showing such items as make, year, size, description, 
Gontract price, load carried and unit costs as above. 
35 That all divisions owning buses explore the possi- 
bility Of ‘Setting up their own bus garages. 
live That. school boards give Someuecetien 66 Sic 
aavisabilicy Of purchasing some buses every year and tend 
more and more toward public ownership. The results of 
this study show that there are definite advantages 
accruing from public ownership. 
Bo That the Department of Education appoint a senior 
Gfiieital as a director ef Sehool transportation. 
Sis That the divisional boards employ a transportation 


Manaser FO Supervise Gace buses of one or more school divisions. 
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AREAS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

There appears to be a need for further study in the 
Tield of school transportation in Alberta. While owner- 
ship of buses ranks among the important problems that 
eonlronl Seneo) bogrds. in. he,-course,.ol. this, svudm many 
other questions arose which it was not possible to 
LnVveEsStigcace, wie tmim the limits of this. thesis. 

The -Lfoliowinge are-some of the areas where further 
Pescaren would be of value: 


tem. COSt, of operation.7, To what extent nave.eqsu 


aecounting systems been instituted by boards? What 

type of records are kept? What type. OL recerds saould 

be kepe? Could divisions form &@ Co-operative to purehase 
buses, Tepanres and supp bhies? HOw do divisions auriver ay 
the amount paid to. private operators of school buses? 

2... Admini stration of seiool-bus.systems:, What 
Droveasaon tS mace fer perledie @¢heeks on ‘the condi pion of 
buses? De, any divisions hayer.a driver, training program? 
What use is made of .buses for,extra—curricular activities? 

Boor esmopiers Sug farapes. What are the details of 
eperation of these garages? What are the arguments in 


HeVvor Ot wsins tien? How Waree should they pez How many 
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PPENDIX A 


PECIFICATIONS FOR A, B AND C BUSE 49 


BY HIGHWAY TRAFFIC BOARD 

Our definition under the "A" classification is as 
follows: 

In general, a class "A" bus is one which incorporates 
most or all of the salient features required in a school 
bus for the regulations of the Highway Traffic Board with 
particular consideration being given the following 

1. General Design, The design must be such that the 
vehicle as well suited fer use as a school bus. Materials 
used must be strong enough to withstand great impact in 
Gase of collision or overturning. Design and construction 
must meet the approval of the inspector. 

As yet, we have not made any rigid specifications 
as to the technical requirements concerning the strength 
of the materials that are to be used. For example, we 
have not specified the sive of the channel steel or 
other material bo) be wsed in pe the framework. lLike- 
wise, we have not specified the gauge of sheet steel 
taatb as te be used im coating the bus. All we specify is) 
that the materials used must be capable of withstanding 


great ampact. im general, however, 1G is) te be expeeted 
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49 
C.So Kenway, Report on School Vans, Highway 


Traffic Board, Edmonton, Alberta. 
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that class "A" buses of the highest grade should be of 
all-steel construction. 

2. Provisions for Suitable Entrance, Exit and 
Emergency Exit. Entrance doors must be located toward 
the front of the vehicle and on the right-hand side, under 
the direct control of the driver. Emergency doors may be 
located either at the middle rear or toward the rear on 
the left-hand side, must open on a vertical hinge and 
be equipped with a safety latch. Design and dimensions 
of these doors must be in accordance with the require- 
ments of the regulations. There must be provided a suit- 
able step leading into the bus. 

3. Adequate Seating. Forward-facing seats preferred 
in the larger type of bus, although longitudinal seats may 
be allowed in some instances. Seats to be adequately 
cushioned and upholstered, properly spaced, with adequate 
aisles, ineluding emergeney aisle of a2 Minimum width as 
specified. 

4, Adequate Lighting. Sufficient window space to 
give the driver a complete and clear view of the interior 
of the: busin daylight hours. . Windows to Lower not more 
than 12 inches. All glass used to be safety glass. Wind- 
shield to be of laminated safety plate glass to prevent 


Gistortion of view and to be sloped to cut down refraction 


of light. 
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Se Suitable Heating and Ventilation. Buses to be 
lined inside with suitable nate tie and heated with hot 
water heaters. No exhaust or gas heaters allowed. Ven- 
tilations according to minimum in the regulations. 

6. Safety and Emergency Devices. Buses to be equipped 
With suitable flares, fire extinguishers, reflectors at 
rear, clearance lights when over 80 inches wide, at least 
one STOP light four inches or more in diameter and an 
adequate First Aid Kit. We hee also making a provision 
for the carrying of a short-handled axe for emergency 
purposes. Directional signals are required in some cases. 

7. Mechanical Fitness. All school buses must be 
mechanically efficient and up to the standards generally 
required of all motor vehicles under the Vehicles and 
Highway Traffic Act, 


S aliminilinieiaieent 


8. Means of Identification. School buses must be 
painted a chrome yellow color and trimmed with black. 
Proper signs identifying the school bus must be displayed 


on both the front and the rear. 


CLASS "B" BUSES 

Requirements for this class are much along the lines 
stipulated under the "A" class with this exception that 
somewhat lower standards of material and workmanship may 


be present. This elass includes largely the locally made 
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buses, used road buses converted to school buses, all 
panel trucks equpped as school buses, and up to the 
present we have been including station wagons in this 


classe 


CEASS "c"™ BUSES 

hus elass*is@reserved iespecially fonmithe \very tsmals 
unit, particularly one used only temporarily and one that 
cannot feasibly be required to comply with the requirements 
of the two senior classes, This class includes all 
passenger cars regardless of whether they are brand new 


or usede 
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APPENDIX Bl 


QUESTIONNAIRE TO PRINCIPALS IN LETHBRIDGE SCHOOL DIVISION 


Diamond City, Alberta. 
Mareh 2, Lys. 


Te Principals in Lethbridge School Division, 
Deere cwcln cca 


You will be rendering me great service by filling ou whe 
questionnaire below: it is to be used in my master's 
boesis.  Loassure "you that your individual opinion: will 

be held in the strictest confidence. I am interested only 
in the composite opinion of all the principals through- 
out the Division. 


In my thesis [ am trying to arrive at a tentative solution 
to the problem of ownership of school buses. Your answers 
below will add to my investigation. 


Please enter a check mark under the heading that represents 
your considered opinion concerning the various attributes 
Listed, 


Division Privately No ditference 
owned vans owned vans noted 
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Thenk you for your co-operation, 
Neours Sineerecly., 


Robt. As Kimmite 
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APPENDIX B 2 
QUESTIONNAIRE TO RATEPAYERS IN LETHBRIDGE SCHOOL DIVISION 


Diamond City, Alberta. 
Perdis. he ope 


To the Ratepayers served by Sehool Vans: 


(n@er thevatreectaon on the Universiuy jot Alberta i am 
Making an investi elation invo the ownership of school 
Vans in Alberta.’ The purpose of this letter is to 
Solicit your Opimion resarding Division owned vans as 
against priivately owned vans. Your answers will be 


BepElSstrieuly cont 1aene: ai. 


hiter each duestion please weite one of the folowing: 
Diva srom wen, rreivace ven, no ditfierence. noted. no 
OPLas Or. 


Wadeh) type of van would you say has better drivers? 

eh 
Meee conser aols: 
Which gives CE re: i 
lee ee 


iMaieh 1s benterrcontrolled by the school beard? 


If you were the school board which would you use? 
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An early return of your answers would more than be 
appreciated. 


Yours) Sincerely 


ROpieisb Ace amma 6. 


Pos) i etuare sigverested., 1 would, be elad to Meceive 
a letter with any suggestions or complaints you may have 


about the ownership and operation of school vans in your 
area. 
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